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Re s earch  Desi^ 
Ealysis  of 

Title;  Data  Processing 

1 ,  1966  through  June  30.,  1967 


Data  processing  was  carried  out  for  all  programs  presented  in 

this  report  during  the  segment  period, 

1,   Consideration  is  being  given  to  the  employment  of  a 

computer  programmer  in  order  to  more  efficiently  handle 

up=dating  of  existing  programs  and  establishing  contem.platsd 

Univac  1004  Computer  programs, 
2„   It  is  recommended  that  this  Job  be  continijied  in  its  present 

form  for  the  following  year, 
lo  To  handle  necessary  administrative  functions  of  processing 

systems , 
2o   To  perform  necessary  auditing  and  coding  of  field  forms 

preparatory  to  machine  functions, 
3o   To  machine  process  data,  as  required  and/or  requested 

according  to  prescribed  methods. 
4o   To  perform  necessary  clerical  editing  of  printed  machine 

results. 
Each  program  and  program  job  require  specific  procedures 
dictated  by  objectives  of  the  work.   Basically g  the  order  of 
procedures  follows  a  sequence  pattern: 

1,  Auditing  5  coding  and  arranging  source  data 

2,  Machine  card  processing 


ao   Card  punching  by  one  operator 

bo   Verify  punching  by  another  operator 

c  Machine  verification  and  correction  of  errors 

3.  Machine  procedures „   Includes  all  basic  card  sequencing ^ 
computations  and  tabulations  and  any  specific  machine 
processing  as  required  and/or  requested, 

4,  Data  editing  and  summaries „  Includes  checking  sequence 
and  correctness  of  machine  runs  and  preparing  necessary 
report  formats. 

Findings;       ,    Data  processing  work  was  performed  on  the  following  programs; 
The  time  analysis  for  each  function  within  these  programs  is 
presented  at  the  end  of  Job  1, 

1,  Banding 

Project  FW=2R  responsibility  in  this  program  consists  of 
coordination  of  the  Commission  banding  program  with  the 
U.S„  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  and  with  sub-permit 
holders  within  the  Commission;  administration  of  the 
program;  recording  all  banding  data  by  the  Commission  and 
recording  all  recovery  data  concerning  Louisiana  as 
supplied  by  the  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife; 
and  preparation  of  reports  of  these  activities  as 
required,   (See  Job  5  for  banding  reports,) 

2,  Deer  Kill  Survey 

The  yearly  deer  kill  survey  (for  the  1966=57  hunting 
season)  was  carried  out  during  the  segment.   This  survey 
was  conducted  on  a  parish  basis  for  the  second  time 


which  furnished  us  with  comparative  results  for  the  two 
years „  Data  processing  responsibilities  for  this  mail 
survey  consisted  of  the  following  phases; 

a.  License  file  handling.  Duplicate  copies  of  big  game 
licenses  and  permits  were  forwarded  to  the  Project 

and  these  were  recorded  and  pre^determined  numbers 
pulled  for  sampling, 

b.  A  master  locator  punch  card  was  prepared  bearing 
descriptive  identification  numbers  and  the  hunter's 
name  and  address, 

c.  Survey  m.ai lings.   Continuous  form  questionnaires  were 
prepared  by  computer  from  the  master  cards  and  mailed 
in  window  envelopes  for  each  of  three  mailings  with 
responses  being  purged  from  subsequent  mailings, 

do   Questionnaire  responses.   Responses  were  audited ^ 
coded  and  machine  cards  prepared  for  each  response j 
non="deliverable  and  non"=response  entry, 

e„   Summarization  of  results.   At  the  end  of  the  surveys 
summary  cards  for  each  of  the  items  ware  punched  for 
obtaining  estiro.ates.   License  and  permit  results  were 
summarized  separately, 

f.   Estimates,   Completed  estimates  were  prepared  by 
computer  using  an  up=dated  program  for  mail  survey 
estimators. 

Design  and  analysis  characteristics  and  estimates  from 

the  survey  are  presented  under  Job  3  of  this  report. 
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3 .  Bove  Harvest  Survey 

This  program  is  coordinated  through  Project  FW-2R  and 
jointly  fumded  by  Project  W-29R  and  with  stipervisiori  by 
the  Dove  Study  Leadero   Responsibilities  in  date  prccessiHig 
for  Project  FW=2R  incl'^jide: 

a.  Preparation  of  the  sample o   Samples  from  basic 
resident  hunting  licenses  were  selected  from  the  file 
and  punched  into  master  locator  cards  with  identification 
number 3  name  and  address. 

b.  Survey  mailings «   Continuous  form  questionnaires  ware 
prepared  by  computer  from  the  master  cards  and  mailed 
in  window  envelopes  for  each  of  three  mailings  with 
responses  being  purged  from  subsequent  mailings „ 

Co   Questionnaire  responses,,   Responses  were  audited ^  coded 

and  machine  cards  were  punched  for  each  response ^  non= 

deliverable  and  non=response.  entr^/o 
do   Summarization  of  results.  At  the  end  of  the  survey , 

response  information  for  each  of  the  items  was 

summarized  for  obtaining  estimates. 
e.   Names  and  addresses  of  dove  hunters  obtained  from  this 

survey  were  furnished  to  the  dove  study  leader  to  be 

used  in  conjunction  with  a  regional  dove  telephone 

survey  for  the  1967-68  seasono 

4.  Creel  Census 

Activities  of  Project  FW=2R  on   this  program  are  of  a 
service  nature  involving  material  collected  under  Louisiana 


u 


Projeet  F=7R» 

Source  documents  coiisisting  of  fish  party  totals  are 
submitted  for  data  processing  at  periodic  intervals o 
Routine  handling  of  these  data  include  auditing  of  source 
documents  (field  collection  forms) p  additional  coding  where 
necessary  and  processing  machine  cards  in  a  multiple  card 
series „  Annually  these  results  are  sequenced 5  computer 
checked  for  errors  and  computations  prepared  for  each 
body  of  water o   Extensive  additional  programming  and 
reports  were  required  during  the  segment  to  replace  and 
up=date  project  records  dating  back  to  1960  which  were 
destroyed  by  fire  at  our  Monroe  office,   Oompletion  of 
these  records  and  reports  for  prior  years  will  be 
accomplished  during  the  next  segments 

5o  Fish  Population  Sampling 

Sampling  activities  using  various  fishing  gear  ware 
processed  for  Louisiana  Projeet  F=8Ro  ,Bata  processing 
routines  were  of  the  same  nature  as  the  creel  census 
program  described  above.  For  the  fish  population  sampling 
program  additional  work  was  accomplished  on  processing 
back  materials  and  during  the  next  si^graent  all  data 
collected  will  be  processed  including  completion  of 
reports  for  this  report  period, 

60   Other  Programs 

Work  on  other  programs  which  were  primarily  of  a  service 
nature  included  Water  Quiality  Analysis,  Alligator  Tagging 


and  Saline  Swamp  Rabbit  Study o   These  programs  are 
presently  in  progress  and  source  document  data  is  coded 
and  punched  as  received „   Computer  runs  are  prepared 
as  requested. 

Planning  has  progressed  for  a  resident  small  game  mail 
survey  for  the  1967=68  season  to  be  conducted  during  the 
next  segment  in  the  sgnne  manner  as  the  dove  survey  using 
the  basic  resident  hunting  license  issue,  for  the  frame. 


Prepared  bys   Roger  Hunter^  Jr. 


V. 


Time  analysis  (expressed  in  man  days)  for  programs  during  FY  1966-=67* 

Total  Time 

Program  (Man  Days) 

1,  Banding  189 

2,  Deer  Kill  Survey  716 
3o  Dove  Harvest  Survey  138 
4o  Creel  Census  118 
5.  Fish  Population  Sampling  34 
6„  Alligator  Tagging  11 
7o  Water  Quality  Analysis  26 
So  Saline  Swamp  Rabbit  Study  9 
9.   Other  Programs  (Planning)  4 

TOTAL  1,245 


'^Does  not  include  computer  programming  or  computer  running  time  under 
contract  at  other  locations „ 


State  of      Louisiana 

Project  No,  t       FW°2R°8 Namss   Research  Design.,  Machine  Gompilation 

and  Analysis  of  Data 

Job  NooS        2  Title;  Designs  and  Procedures  for  Processing  Data 

Period  Covered; July  1^  1966  through  June  30,  1967 

Abstracts         Conversion  and  up-dating  of  programs  to  1004  Univac  computation 
was  accomplished  as  required  during  the  segment.  All  programs 
will  bs  up-dated  accordingly  as  needed  through  the  next  segment o 
Mail  survey  modifications  to  include  continuous  form  question- 
naireSj  window  envelopes  and  mailing  machinery  were  employed  to 
facilitate  the  increase  in  volume  as  planned  during  the  segment. 
Recommendations:   1.   Recommendation  is  made  that  certain  detail  job  programming 
become  the  responsibility  of  the  Computer  Programmer  when 
employedo 
2„   It  is  recommended  that  this  Job  be  continued  for  the  next 
segment. 
Objectives;       1„  To  determine  the  feasibility  of  using  machine  processing  of 
data  for  studies  as  requested, 

2,  To  determine  a  suitable  processing  system,  if  feasible,  to 
include; 

a.  Field  collection  forms 

b.  Punch  card  design 
c»  Wiring  unit  design 
do  Computer  program 

e„  Flow  arrangement  for  processing 
f.   Instructions  of  processing. 

3,  To  continue  development  on  any  previously  planned  processing 


system  that  requires  revisions  or  additions. 
Techniques  Used;   1,  For  Feasibility  Studies 

Planning  for  programs  necessitates  detailed  studies  of 
objectives 3  data  collection  activities  and  analysis 
desired o   Each  program  requires  its  own  techniques  although 
there  are  generally  certain  routines  acceptable  to  all 
program  designs   The  amount  of  work  involved  depends  upon 
the  complexity  of  each  phase  of  the  program  and  the 
continuancy  of  the  program,,   If  a  prc'gram  is  considered 
feasible,  the  detail  programming  to  include  data  collection 
forms,  punch  card  formats  and  basic  processing  procedures 
are  developed, 
2o  For  Phase  Instructions 

Any  continuing  program  requires  specific  processing  instruct 
tions  for  each  job  or  phase;  this  includes  written  programs 
for  computer  output o   Program  up-dating  also  falls  into  this 
category.   Each  set  of  instructions  is  given  a  Job  number 
and  a  file,  is  maintained  for  each  program.   Program  folders 
are  prepared  for  each  job  and  are  maintained  for  continuing 
programs . 
Findings:         Work  under  this  Job  was  carried  out  for  every  program  during  the 
report  period.   Primary  considerations  were  given  to  conversion 
of  existing  programs  to  the  1004  Univac  computer  for  m.ore  compre= 
hensive  and  faster  results  and  to  streamlining  clerical  procedures, 

Prepared  by  Roger  Hunter,  Jr. 


State  of  Louisiana 

Project  No.:   FW°2R°8 Names   Research  Design 3  Machine  Compilation 

and  Analysis  of  Data 

Job  No.s  3 Title;   Study  Designs  and  Sampling  Programs 

Period  Covered;  July  1^  1966  through  June  30..  1967     

Abstract;         Planning  and  operations  were  carried  out  for  the  Deer  Kill  and 
Dove  Harvest  surveys  during  the  segment =   Planning  was  begun  on 
a  resident  small  game  survey  to  be  conducted  for  the  1967-68 
season.  A  resident  small  game  survey  is  contemplated  to  ba 
conducted  at  five  year  intervals „ 
Recommendations;   It  is  recommended  that  this  Job  be  continued  for  the  next 

segment. 
Objectives:       !»  To  aid  project  and  study  leaders,  at  their  request 3  in  study 
designs, 
2o   To  develops  coordinate,  and  supervise  survey  and  sampling 
programs  as  requested. 
Techniques  Used;   Under  this  section  designs  and  estim.ators  will  be  discussed  for 
each  program; 
lo  Deer  Kill  Survey 

General.  A  mail  survey  was  used  to  estimate  deer  kill 
information  during  the  1965-66  hunting  season.   Sampling 
procedure  was  identical  to  that  used  for  the  previous 
season  to  produce  estimates  of  results  on  state,  district 
and  parish  levels  for  management  purposes.   Procedure  and 
results  of  the  1965=66  Deer  Kill  Survey  are  included  in 
Job  No,  5  of  this  report. 
Design  and  Estimators.   The  general  design  and  estimators  for 
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Findings; 


the  1966-67  deer  kill  survey  were  similar  to  the  previous 
season. 

Parish  sampling  fractions  ran  from  107o   to  607o  except  in 
Cameron  Parish  which  was  sampled  1007o„   Item  of  interest 
totals  were  calculated  on  a  parish  breakdown  and  these  were 
combined  for  district  and  State  estimates.   The  computer 
program  set  up  for  the  1965-66  survey  was  used  to  calculate 
item  estimates  (T)  for  each  parish  and  punched  card  outputs 
were  combined  to  summarize  for  district  and  State  totals. 
Slight  modification  was  required  for  this  program, 
2.  Dove  Harvest  Survey 

A  mail  survey  was  used  to  determine  dove  harvest  information 
during  the  1966'"67  season.   This  survey  was  conducted 
primarily  to  obtain  names  and  addresses  for  wing  collection 
packets  to  be  used  in  conjunction  with  a  regional  dove 
telephone  survey  and  to  check  the  Louisiana  results  obtained 
from  the  regional  survey,   A  1%   sample  was  selected  from 
the  1965=66  Louisiana  basic  resident  hunting  license  issue 
to  obtain  a  state=wide  estimate  for  the  three  segments  of 
the  1966=67  dove  hunting  season  combined. 

1.  Deer  Kill  Survey 

The  1966-67  Deer  Kill  Survey  report  is  attached, 

2.  Dove  Harvest  Survey 

Estimates  for  the  1966=67  dove  harvest  survey  are  to  be 
presented  by  the  Dove  Study  Leader  in  his  annual  report  on 
Project  W-29Ro 


Prepared  bys    Roger  Hunter,  Jr. 
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State  of  Louisiana 

Project  No.:    FW°2R°8 Name:   Research  Design,  Machine  Compilation 

and  Analysis  of  Data 

Job  No.:  4 Title:   Southeastern  Cooperative  Fish  and 

Game  Statistics  Project 

Period  Covered:  July  1.,  1966  through  June  30,  1967  

Abstract:         Project  FW-2R  Project  Leader  served  as  Louisiana's  representative 
to  the  Cooperative  Project  and  presented  statistical  problems  to 
the  Cooperative  Project. 
Recommendations:   It  is  recommended  that  Louisiana  continues  to  participate  in 

the  Cooperative  Statistics  Project. 
Objectives:       1.   To  coordinate  with,  assist  and/or  advise  project  and 

study  leaders  of  fish  and  game  research  work  applicable  for 
presentation  to  the  Institute  of  Statistics  under  the 
consulting  phase  of  the  project. 

2.  To  present  material  to  the  Cooperative  Project  for  design 
and/or  analysis, 

3.  To  cooperate  with  the  Statistical  Project  in  field  testing 
of  theoretical  research  restalts. 

4.  To  represent  Louisiana  in  the  policy  and  work  plan  of  the 
Cooperative  Study. 

Techniques  Used:   Through  correspondences  visitations  and  telephone  communications, 
problems  in  the  area  of  program  design  and  analysis  were 
presented  to  the  professional  statistician  for  solution  solving 
and  recommendations.   The  Project  was  especially  valuable  in 
the  area  of  survey  design  and  estimator  development.  Aid  was 
solicited  under  the  following  programs: 
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1.  Deer  Kill  Survey 

2.  Dove  Harvest  Survey 

3.  Resident  Small  Game  Survey 


Prepared  by:     Roger  Hunter,  Jr. 
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State  of 


Louisiana 


Project   No.:  FW°2R°8 


Job  No, 


Period  Covered: 


Name ;   Research  Design,  Machine  Compilation 
and  Analysis  of  Data 

Titles   Analyses  and  Reports 

July  1,  1966  through  June  30,  1967 


Abstract; 


Recommendations ; 
Objectives; 


Techniques  Used 
and  Findings; 


Annual  report  information  was  prepared  for  various 
projects.  The  required  Federal  Aid  Annual  Report 
was  prepared.   Numerous  interim  reports  of  estimates 
and  decisions  were  prepared.   Annual  Bird  Banding 
and  Deer  Kill  Reports  are  attached. 
It  is  recommended  that  the  Job  be  continued. 

1.  To  aid  in  or  perform  necessary  analyses  of 
specified  data, 

2.  To  report  on  processed  data  within  the  responsi- 
bility of  the  Project. 

Program  files  are  edited  and  placed  into  logical 
sequences,  report  outlines  are  prepared ,  draft 
copies  worked  and  corrected  for  final  reports. 


Prepared  bys 


Roger  Hunter,  Jr. 
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Record  of  Birds  Banded  and  Retrapped  by  Species 
and  Banding  Location  during  FY  66-67 


Species 
Mallard 


Black  Duck 


Mottled  Duck 


Gadwall 


American  Widgeon 


Green-Winged  Teal 


Blue-Winged  Teal 


Shoveler 


Banding  Location 

Alexandria  -  Rapides  Parish 
Rockefeller  Refuge  =  Cameron  Parish 
Ferriday  =  Concordia  Parish 
Nebo  -  LaSalle  Parish 
Millhaven  -  Ouachita  Parish 

Total  Mallard 

Nebo  -  LaSalle  Parish 

Total  Black  Duck 

Rockefeller  Refuge  -  Cameron  Parish 
Hopedale  -  St.  Bernard  Parish 

Total  Mottled  Duck 
Rockefeller  Refuge  =  Cameron  Parish 

Total  Gadwall 
Nebo  -  LaSalle  Parish 

Total  American  Widgeon 
Rockefeller  Refuge  -  Cameron  Parish 

Total  Green=Winged  Teal 

Alexandria  =  Rapides  Parish 

Anacoco  Lake  =  Vernon  Parish 

Rockefeller  Refuge  -  Cameron  Parish 

Nebo  ■=  LaSalle  Parish 

Wisner  -  Franklin  Parish 

Ville  Platte  =  Evangeline  Parish 

Washington  =  St,  Landry  Parish 

Total  Blue-Winged  Teal 

Nebo  -  LaSalle  Parish 

Total  Shoveler 


Banded 

Retrapped 

3 

17 

6 

164 

13 

2 

203 

2 

_1 

_1 

42 

1 

_4 

46 

1 

_3 

_3 

Jk 

_1 

_7 

_z. 

1 

5 

40 

3  s  122 

682 

3 

36 

1 

3.208 


682 
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Record  of  Birds  Banded  and  Retrapped  by  Species 
amd  Banding  Location,  during  FY  66°67  (cont  'd) 


Wood  Duck 


Canvasback 


Lesser  Scaup 


Ring-necked  Duck 


Blue  Goose 


Canada  Goose 


Banding  Location 

Alexandria  ■=  Rapides  Parish 
Anacoco  Lake  =  ¥ernon  Parish 

Rockefeller  Refuge  •=  Cameron  Parish 
Ferriday  -  Concordia  Parish 
Nebo  =  LaSalle  Parish 

Total  Pintail 

D'Arbonne  =  Union  Parish 
Anacoco  Lake  =  Vfemon  Parish 
Bundick  -  Beauregard  Parish 
Columbia  -  Caldwell  Parish 
Rockefeller  Refuge  -  Cameron  Parish 
Catahoula  Lake  =  Rapides  Parish 
Ferriday  ■=  Concordia  Parish 
Nebo  °  LaSalle  Parish 
Point  Pleasant  "   Morehouse  Parish 
Millhaven  =■  Ouachita  Parish 
Wisner  -  Franklin  Parish 
Washington  =»  St,  Landry  Parish 

Total  Wood  Duck 

Nebo  -  LaSalle  Parish 

Total  Canvasback 

Rockefeller  Refuge  ■=  Cameron  Parish 
Nebo  -  LaSalle  Parish 

Total  Lesser  Scaup 

Rockefeller  Refuge  -  Cameron  Parish 
Nebo  =  LaSalle  Parish 

Total  Ring-necked  Duck 
Rockefeller  Refuge  -  Cam_eroa  Parish 

Total  Blue  Goose 
Rockefeller  Refuge  •=  Cameron  Parish 

Total  Canada  Goose 


Banded 

1 
1 

217 
1 

291 

510 


Retrapped 

5 

..■3 


39 

■4 

295 

■1®2 

18 

•1 

5 

28 

8 

17 

36 

9 

35 

2 

29 

10 

1 

88 

=1 

599 

131 

_1 

_3 

1,044 

JQ 

2 

= 

1,046 

30 

10 

1 

29 

-„ 

39 

J. 

13 

63 
63 
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Record  of  Birds  Banded  and  Retrapped  by  Species 
and  Bap^,|,|:^g  Lopation  during  FY  66-67  (cont'd) 


Species 
Fulvous  Tree  Duck 

American  Coot 

Mourning  Dove 


White-Winged  Dove 


Banding  Location 
Rockefeller  Refuge  =  Cameron  Parish 

Total  Fulvous  Tree  Duck 
Rockefeller  Refuge  -  Cameron  Parish 

Total  American  Coot 

Bernice  =  Union  Parish 
Carencro  -  Lafayette  Parish 
Baton  Rouge  -  E.  Baton  Rouge 
Bellwood  -  Natchitoches  Parish 
Bellvue  =  Bossier  Parish 
DeQuincy  -  Calcasieu  Parish 
Rockefeller  Refuge  -  Cameron  Parish 
Covington  -  St.  Tammany  Parish 
Doyline  -  Webster  Parish 
Camp  Claiborne  -  Rapides  Parish 
DeRidder  -  Beauregard  Parish 
Cankton  -  St.  Landry  Parish 
Newellton  -  Tensas  Parish 
Homer  -  Claiborne  Parish 
Fort  Polk  -  Vernon  Parish 
New  Iberia  -  Iberia  Parish 
Juanita  =  Beauregard  Parish 
Tallulah  -  Madison  Parish 
Tendal  -  Madison  Parish 
Monroe  -  Ouachita  Parish 
Wisner  -  Franklin  Parish 
Neame  -  Vernon  Parish 
Oretta  -  Beauregard  Parish 
Rosepine  -  Vernon  Parish 
Singer  -  Beauregard  Parish 
Sunset  -  St.  Landry  Parish 

Total  Mourning  Dove 

DeRidder  =  Beauregard  Parish 

Total  White-Winged  Dove 


Banded 

Retrapped 

24 

24 

1 

1 

205 

95 

44 

2 

1 

186 

34 

20 

15 

9 

30 

5 

14 

31 

2 

123 

117 

560 

144 

14 

209 

6 

18 

306 

32 

■393 

71 

7 

474 

16 

7 

746 

224 

1,658 

146 

10 

17 

1 

186 

18 

11 

24 

2 

5,305 

930 

»i 

1 

Total  All  Species 


11,078 


1,787 
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Summary  of  Recoveries  Received  During  FY  66"67  of  Birds 
Banded  by  Louisiana  Wild  Life  and  Fisheries  Commission 


Louisiana  Location  of  Banding 


State  of  Recovery 


Alexandria  -  Rapides  Parish  Louisiana 

Coulee  G.MoAo  -  Morehouse  Parish  Arkansas 
Rockefeller  Refuge  =  Cameron  Parish  Saskatchewan 

Fenton  =  Jefferson  Davis  Parish  Louisiana 

Catahoula  Lake  =■  Rapides  Parish  Louisiana 

Nebo  =  LaSalle  Parish  Arkansas 

"      "       "  Louisiana 


Noo  of 
Recoveries 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
4 


Mottled  Duck 


Blue -Winged  Teal 


Shove ler 


Pintail 


Wood  Duck 


Total  Mallard 

Collinston  ■=  Morehouse  Parish        Louisiana 
Rockefeller  Refuge  =  Cameron  Parish  Louisiana 

Total  Mottled  Duck 

Rockefeller  Refuge  =  Cameron  Parish  Texas 
Gibbstown  -  Cameron  Parish 
Catahoula  Lake  ■=  Rapides  Parish 
Nebo  ■=  LaSalle  Parish 


Ville  Platte "Evangeline  Parish 

Total  Blue-Winged  Teal 

Rockefeller  Refuge  ■=  Cameron  Parish  Louisiana 

Total  Shoveler 

Rockefeller  Refuge  -  Cam.eron  Parish  Arkansas 

Nebo  ■»  LaSalle  Parish  Louisiana 

"  ^    "       "  Texas 

Total  Pintail 

Anacoco  Lake  -  Vernon  Parish  Arkansas 

"     "       "      "  Louisiana 

Columbia  =  Caldwell  Parish  Louisiana 

Rockefeller  Refuge  =  Caro.eron  Parish  Louisiana 

Nebo  -  LaSalle  Parish  Louisiana 

Kaplan  Lake  -  Bienville  Parish  Indiana 

"  Louisiana 

"  Mississippi 

Point  Pleasant"  Morehouse  Parish  Louisiana 

"       "         "       "  Minnesota 

Total  Wood  Duck 


11_ 

2 

4 


Texas 

2 

Colombia 

1 

Venezuela 

1 

Louisiana 

101 

Panaro.a 

1 

Puerto  Rico 

1 

Texas 

1 

Venzuela 

1 

Louisiana 

3 

112 

Louisiana 

1 

15 
1 
2 
2 
1 
2 
1 
7 
1 

33 
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Summary  of  Recoveries  Received  During  FY  66-67  of  Birds 
Banded  by  Louisiana  Wild  Life  and  Fisheries  Commission  (cont'd) 


Species 
Lesser  Scaup 


Rockefeller  Refuge-Cameron  Parish 


Ring^necked  Duck 


Lesser  Snow  Goose 


Blue  Goose 


American  Coot 


Mourning  Dove 


Total  Lesser  Scaup 
Nebo  -  LaSalle  Parish 

Total  Ring-necked  Duck 
Rockefeller  Refuge-Cameron  Parish 

Total  Lesser  Snow  Goose 

Rockefeller  Refuge-Cameron  Parish 
II       II       II      11 

Total  Blue  Goose 

Rockefeller  Refuge-Cameron  Parish 
II       II       II      II 

Total  American  Coot 

Bernice  -  Union  Parish 
II 

II 
Bellwood  -  Natchitoches  Parish 


Bellevue  -  Bossier  Parish 
Rockefeller  Refuge-Cameron  Parish 
Bodcau  W.M.Ao  -  Bossier  Parish 


No„  of 

State  of  Recovery 

Recoveries 

Alaska 

3 

Florida 

1 

Iowa 

2 

Kansas 

I 

Louisiana 

8 

Manitoba 

1 

Mexico 

1 

Michigan 

1 

Minnesota 

8 

Missouri 

1 

Ontario 

2 

Texas 

3 

Wisconsin 

^ 

35 

Louisiana 

_2 

_2 

Louisiana 

=2 

^ 

Louisiana 

2 

Ontario 

I 

Louisiana 
Minnesota 


Arkansas 

Louisiana 

Texas 

Florida 

Louisiana 

Texas 

Louisiana 

Louisiana 


2 
7 
3 
1 
11 
1 
3 
1 
3 
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Summary  of  Recoveries  Received  During  FY  66=67  of  Birds 
Banded  by  Louisiana  Wild  Life  and  Fisheries  Commission  (cont 'c 


No.  of 
Recoveries 


Mourning  Dove 
(cont 'd) 


Camp  Claiborne  -  Rapides  Parish 
II      II  II      II 

DeRidder  -  Beauregard  Parish 
II  II        II 

Cankton  -St,  Landry  Parish 

Grand  Terra  =  Jefferson  Parish 

Newellton  =  Tensas  Parish 

Ferriday  -  Concordia  Parish 

Fort  Polk  ■=•  Vernon  Parish 
II    II        II     II 

New  Iberia  -  Iberia  Parish 
It 

11 
Tallulah  =  Madison  Parish 


Moore  Ranch  -  Cameron  Parish 
Monroe  =  Ouachita  Parish 


Wisner  -  Franklin  Parish 
II 

II 

II 

Oretta  -  Beauregard  Parish 

Rosepine  -  Vernon  Parish 
II        II      II 

Singer  -  Beauregard  Parish 

Total  Mourning  Dove 


Louisiana 

21 

Texas 

2 

Louisiana 

32 

Texas 

5 

Louisiana 

3 

Texas 

1 

Louisiana 

4 

Texas 

1 

Louisiana 

23 

Texas 

1 

Alabama 

1 

Louisiana 

43 

Texas 

3 

Florida 

1 

Louisiana 

21 

Texas 

2 

Louisiana 

2 

British  Honduras 

1 

Louisiana 

66 

Mississippi 

1 

Texas 

1 

Florida 

1 

Guatemala 

1 

Louisiana 

148 

Mississippi 

1 

Louisiana 

1 

Louisiana 

6 

Texas 

2 

Louisiana 

^ 

430 


Total  All  Species 


640 
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Summary  of  recoveries  received  during  FY  66-67  of  birds  banded  in 
Louisiana  (other  than  Louisiana  Wild  Life  and  Fisheries  Commission). 


Species 
Mallard 


Mottled  Duck 


American  Widgeon 


Blue-Winged  Teal 


Shove ler 


Pintail 


Wood  Duck 


Canvasback 


State  of  Recovery 

Iowa 

Louisiana 
Minnesota 
Missouri 
Nebraska 
North  Dakota 
Saskatchewan 
South  Dakota 
Tennessee 

Total  Mallard 
Louisiana 

Total  Mottled  Duck 
South  Dakota 

Total  American  Widgeon 

Louisiana 
Nebraska 
Saskatchewan 
South  Dakota 

Total  Blue-Winged  Teal 

California 

Louisiana 

Missouri 

Total  Shoveler 

Louisiana 

Total  Pintail 

Arkansas 
Minnesota 

Total  Wood  Duck 

Wisconsin 

Total  Canvasback 


No.  of  Recoveries 

1 
4 
1 
1 
2 
2 
X 
2 
1 

15 

1 

1 

1 

1 


1 
1 

1 

11 

1 
2 

1 

4 

5 

5 

1 
1 

1 
1 


=  21  - 


Summary  of  recoveries  received  during  FY  66-67  of  birds  banded  in 
Louisiana  (other  than  Louisiana  Wild  Life  and  Fisheries  Commission!  cont'd. 


Species 
Lesser  Scaup 


Ring-necked  Duck 


Lesser  Snow  Goose 


State  of  Recovery 

Alaska 

Alberta 

Iowa 

Louisiana 

Manitoba 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Missouri 

North  Dakota 

Texas 

Wisconsin 

Total  Lesser  Scaup 

Alberta 

Arkansas 

Georgia 

Illinois 

Iowa 

Louisiana 

Manitoba 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

North  Carolina 

Ontario 

South  Carolina 

Texas 

Wisconsin 

Total  Ring°necked  Duck 

Louisiana 

Total  Lesser  Snow  Goose 


No.  of  Recoveries 

1 
1 
1 
5 
2 
2 
5 
1 
1 
1 


21 

1 
2 

1 
1 
3 

43 
1 
1 

23 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 


Blue  Goose 


Louisiana 


Total  Blue  Goose 


Canada  Goose  and 
Lesser  Canada  Goose 


Illinois 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Louisiana 

Manitoba 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Missouri 


10 
6 
1 
1 
6 
1 
15 
26 
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Summary  of  recoveries  received  during  FY  66=67  of  birds  banded  in 
Louisiana  (other  than  Louisiana  Wild  Life  and  Fisheries  Commission)  cont'd, 


Species 

Canada  Goose  and  Lesser 
Canada  Goose  (cont'd) 


State  of  Recovery 

Nebraska 

Nicaragua 

North  Dakota 

Ontario 

South  Dakota 

Winconsin 

Wyoming 


Total  Canada  Goose  and 
Lesser  Canada  Goose 


No.  of  Recoveries 

1 
1 
1 
2 
6 
4 
1 


82 


Clapper  Rail 


American  Woodcock 


Mourning  Dove 


Louisiana 

Total  Clapper  Rail 

Alabama 

Arkansas 

Illinois 

Louisiana 

Maine 

Michigan 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

New  Hampshire 

New  York 

Ohio 

Ontario 

Pennsylvania 

Vermont 

Wisconsin 

Total  American  Woodcock 

Louisiana 

Total  Mourning  Dove 


2 
2 
1 
6 
1 
4 
1 
1 
2 
1 
1 
4 
1 
1 
..1_ 

29_ 

3 

3 


Total  All  Species 


275 
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Simraiary   of  recoveries   received  during  FY  66=67   of  birds 
banded   outside  Loiaisiana  and  recovered   in  Louisiana 


State  of  Banding 

Alabama 

Alberta 

Arkansas 

Colorado 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Kentucky 

Mackenzie 

Manitoba 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

Montana 

Nebraska 

New  York 

North  Dakota 

Ohio 

Oklahoma 

Ontario 

Saskatchewan 

South  Dakota 

Tennessee 

Texas 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming 


No.  of  Recoveries 

1 
11 
25 

5 
19 

2 

2 

6 

3 

4 

9 

1 
36 
22 

9 
19 

4 

1 
33 

3 

3 

5 
61 
27 
13 

2 
II 

1 


Total  Mallard 


338 


Black  Duck 


Michigan 

Minnesota 

Ontario 

Tennessee 


Total  Black  Duck 


Gadwall 


Alberta 
Manit  oba 
Minnesota 
Nebraska 
North  Dakota 
S  as  kat  chewan 
South  Dakota 


10 
2 
1 
1 

10 
1 
6 


Total  Gadwall 


31 
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Summary  of  recoveries  received  during  FY  66-67  of  birds 
banded  outside  Louisiana  and  recovered  in  Louisiana  (cont'd). 


Species 
American  Widgeon 


Green=Winged  Teal 


State  of  Banding 

Alaska 

Alberta 

Arkansas 

Manitoba 

Mirjiesota 

North  Dakota 

Saskatchewan 

South  Dakota 

Tennessee 

Total  American  Widgeon 

Alberta 

Colorado 

Iowa 

Manitoba 

Michigan 

Mississippi 

Montana 

Nebraska 

New  Jersey 

New  Mexico 

New  York 

North  Dakota 

Nova  Scotia 

Ontario 

Quebec 

Saskatchewan 

South  Dakota 

Tennessee 

Texas 

Keewatin 


No.  of  Recoveries 

1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 

13 

1 

1 

1 
.2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

.3 
.1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 
10 

6 

2 

2 

1 


Total  Green-Winged  Teal 


Blue-Winged  Teal 


Alabama 

Alberta 

Arkansas 

Colorado 

Illinois 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Manitoba 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

Montana 

New  Mexico 


40. 

1 

16 

1 

2 

2 

37 

3 
41 
27 

1 
14 

1 

1 
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Summary  of  recoveries  received  during  FY  66-67  of  birds 
banded  outside  Louisiana  and  recovered  in  Louisiana  (cont'd). 


Species 

Blue°Winged  Teal 
(cont 'd) 


Unidentified  Teal 
Blue-Winged  or  Cinnamon 


State  of  Banding 

New  York 

North  Dakota 

Ohio 

Ontario 

Salvador 

Saskatchewan 

South  Carolina 

South  Dakota 

Tennessee 

Texas 

Vermont 

Virginia 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming 


Total  Blue-Winged  Teal 


Colorado 
Washington 


No.  of  Recoveries 

1 

27 

5 

m 

1 

m 

1 

42 

■5 
3 
1 

■■-2 

-5  ■ 

1 

336 

1 
1 


Total  Unidentified  Teal 


Shove ler 


Manitoba 
North  Dakota 


Total  Shoveler 


:/5 


Pintail 


Alabama 

Alberta 

California 

Colorado 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Mackenzie 

Manitoba 

Mexico 

Minnesota 

Missouri 

Montana 

Nevada 

New  Mexico 

Hew  York 

North  Dakota 

Ohio 

Oregon 

Saskatchewan 

South  Carolina 


1 
.9 
1 
5 
1 
6 
4 
5 
3 
2 
3 

12 
2 
4 
2 

18 
1 
2 

43 
3 
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Summary  of  recoveries  received  during  FY  66-67  of  birds 
banded  outside  Louisiana  and  recovered  in  Louisiana  (cont'd), 


Species 
Pintail  (cont'd) 


State  of  Banding 

South  Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Washington 

Total  Pintail 


No.  of  Recoveries 


141 


Wood  Duck 


Alabama 

Arkansas 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Kentucky 

Massachusetts 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

New  York 

Ohio 

Ontario 

South  Carolina 

South  Dakota 

Tennessee 

Vermont 

West  Virginia 

Wisconsin 


3 

9 

.57 

13 

35 

2 

4 

2 

-12 

25 

13 

11 

3 

14 
2 
2 
1 
46 
1 
2 
37 


Total  Hood  Duck 


.294 


Redhead 


Arkansas 
Manitoba 
Minnesota 
Saskatchewan 
South  Dakota 


Total  Redhead 


11 


Canvasback 


Alabama 

Indiana 

Manitoba 

Minnesota 

Saskatchewan 


Total  Canvasback 
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Summary  of  recoveries  received  during  FY  66-67  of  birds 
banded  outside  Louisiana  and  recovered  in  Louisiana  (cont'd). 


Species 
Lesser  Scaup 


Ring=necked  Duck 


Lesser  Snow  Goose 


Blue  Goose 


State  of  Banding 

Alaska 

Alberta 

Indiana 

Mackenzie 

Maryland 

Michigan 

Nebraska 

Tennessee 

Texas 

Total  Lesser  Scaup 

Arkansas 
Maine 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
South  Carolina 

Total  Ring-necked  Duck 

Franklin 

Iowa 

Missouri 

South  Dakota 

Wisconsin 

Keewatin 

Total  Lesser  Snow  Goose 

Franklin 

Missouri 

Ohio 

South  Dakota 

Wisconsin 

Keewatin 


No.  of  Recoveries 


13 


1 
3 
2 
1 
1 
1 
.  1 

29 

1 
1 
6 
6 

1 

15 

1 

1 

4 
11 

2 
26_ 

45 

13 

10 

I 

5 

3 

28 


Ross'  Goose 


White-fronted  Goose 


Total  Blue  Goose 

Mackenzie 

Total  Ross'  Goose 

Mackenzie 
North  Dakota 
S  a  s  kat  chewan 
Keewatin 

Total  White-fronted  Goose 


60 

1 

1 

10 
7 

4 
6 

27 
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Summary  of  recoveries  received  during  FY  66-67  of  birds 
banded  outside  Louisiana  and  recovered  in  Louisiana  (cont 'c 


Species 


State  of  Banding 


No,  of  Recovsries 


Canada  Goose  and 
Lesser  Canada  Goose 


Missouri 
Texas 


Total  Canada  Goose  and 
Lesser  Canada  Goose 


Hutchins '  or 
Richardson's  Goose 


Wisconsin 


Total  Hutchins'  or 
Richardson's  Goose 


American  Coot 


Alberta 

Iowa 

Manitoba 

Minnesota 

Montana 

North  Dakota 

Saskatchewan 

Tennessee 


Total  American  Coot 


14 


American  Woodcock 


Michigan 


Total  American  Woodcock 


Mourning  Dove 


Alabama 

Arkansas 

Florida 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Iowa 

Kentucky 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

Nebraska 

Texas 

Virginia 

Wisconsin 


Total  Mourning  Dove 


42 


Total  All  Species 


1,462 
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1966-67  DEER  KILL  SURVEY 
Summary  of  Estimates 

Licenses  and  Permits  Combined  -  All  Parishes 


Item 

Estimate 

95%  Confidence 

907,  Confid 

ence 

80%  Conf 

idencs  " 

Variation 

% 

Variation 

% 

Variation 

% 

Iters 

111,611 

% 
899 

.8 

± 
751 

:? 

+ 
584 

.5 

I  Hunters 

110,950 

934 

o8 

780 

.7 

607 

.5 

1   Hunters 

7,706 

546 

7ol 

456 

5,9 

355 

4,6 

I  &  Bow  Hunters 

7,027 

524 

7»5 

437 

6,2 

340 

4.8 

rs  Hunted 

943,012 

18,803 

2.0 

15,700 

1.7 

12,222 

1.3 

ir  Tag 

Lders  Killing: 

*0  Deer 

102,935 

922 

„9 

770 

,7 

599 

.6 

1   Deer 

15,580 

836 

5,4 

698 

4,5  ■ 

543 

3,5 

2  Deer 

4,773 

395 

8,3 

330 

6,9 

257 

5.4 

3  Deer 

2,579 

379 

14,7 

316 

12.3 

246 

9.5 

;ks  Killed 

29,573 

1,292 

4.4 

1,079 

3.6 

840 

2.8 

;s  Killed 

2,928 

390 

13.3 

326 

11.1 

254 

8.7 

:al  Deer  Killed 

32,391 

1,393 

4.3 

1,163 

3,6 

906 

2.8 

icludes  approximately  14,000  persons  who  obtained  1966-67  Big  Game  licenses  and  permits,  but  who 
Ld  not  hunt  this  season.   Total  issue  of  deer  tags  was  125,603  of  which  an  estimated  111,611 
arsons  hunted  deer. 
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1966-67  DEER  KILL  SURVEY 
Summary  of  Estimates 

Licenses  -  All  Parishes 


95%  Conf 

idence 

90%  Conf id 

ence 

80%  Conf  i< 
Variation 

ience 

Estimate 

Variation 

% 

Variation 

% 

% 

86,533 

664 

.8 

554 

.6 

432 

.5 

85,976 

713 

.8 

595 

.7 

463 

.5 

6,973 

522 

7.5 

436 

6.2 

339 

4.9 

6,400 

504 

7.9 

421 

6.6 

328 

5.1 

743,377 

16,468 

2.2 

13,751 

1.8 

10,704 

1.4 

74,751 

833 

1.1 

695 

.9 

541 

,7 

12,851 

757 

5.9 

632 

4.9 

492 

3o8 

4,109 

364 

8.9 

304 

7.4 

237 

5.8 

2,300 

358 

15.6 

299 

13,0 

233 

10.1 

25,142 

1 

,177 

4.7 

983 

3.9 

765 

3.0 

2,436 

364 

15.0 

304 

12.5 

237 

9.7 

27,471 

1 

,270 

4.6 

1,060 

3.9 

826 

3.0 

deludes  approximately  7,100  persons  who  obtained  1966-67  Big  Game  licenses,  but  who  did  not  hunt 
his  season.   Total  issue  of  license  deer  tags  was  93,616  of  which  an  estimated  86,533  persons 
unted  deer. 
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eer  Tag 
olders  Kill: 

*0  Deer 

1   Deer 

2_  Deer 

3^  Deer 
ucks  Killed 
oes  Killed 
otal  Deer 


1966 "6 7  DEER  KILL  SURVEY 
Summary  of  Estimates 

Permits  -  All  Parishes 

957o   Confidence       90%  Confidence  8070  Confidence 

Estimate    Variation      7o           Variation  % Variation  % 

25,078       606      2,4       506  2.0  394  1.6 

24,974        604       2.4        504  2,0  3-92  1.6 

73:3        163      22.2        136  18,5  10.6  14.4 

627        142      22.7        119  19.0  ;93  14,8 

199,635      9,074       4.5      7,576  3,8  5,898  3.0 


28,184 

396 

1.4 

330 

1.2 

257 

.9 

2,729 

353 

12.9 

295 

10.8 

230 

8.4 

664 

153 

23.0 

128 

19,2 

99 

15.0 

279 

124 

44.4 

103 

37,1 

80 

28.8 

4,431 

533 

12.0 

445 

10.0 

346 

7.8 

492 

140 

28.5 

117 

23.8 

91 

18,5 

4,920 

573 

11,6 

478 

9.7 

372 

7.6 

'Includes  approximately  6\,900  persons  who  obtained  1966=67  Big  Gams  permits,  but  who  did  not  hunt 
this  season.   Total  issue  of  permit  deer  tags  was  31,987  of  which  an  estimated  25,078  persons 
hunted  deer. 
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1966=67  DEER  KILL  SURVEY 

Summary  of  Estimates 

TOTAL  KILL  WITHIN  DISTRICT 

Licenses  and  Permits  Combined 


District 


Kill 

95%  Confid 

ence 

907o  Conf 

idence 

807o  Confid 

ence 

Estimate 

Variation 

% 

Variation 

7o 

Variation 

% 

3,852 

423 

11.0 

354 

9,2 

275 

7.1 

6,083 

673 

11,1 

562 

9,2 

438 

7.2 

4,421 

563 

12,7 

470 

10,6 

366 

8,3 

10,856 

945 

8.7 

789 

7*3 

614 

5o7 

1,471 

378 

25,7 

316 

21,5 

246 

16,7 

2,220 

317 

14,3 

265 

11.9 

206 

9,3 

1,652 

281 

17.0 

235 

14,2 

183 

11.1 

1,786 

257 

14,4 

215 

12,0 

167 

9,4 

696 

271 

39,0 

227 

32,6 

176 

25,3 

trict  1 
trict  2 
trict  3 
trict  4 
trict  5 
trict  6 
trict  7 
■trict  8 
aiown 


.'otal 


33,037 


1,518 


4.6 


1,268 


3,8 


987 


Parishes  within  Districts 

trict  1  -  Bienville,  Bossier,  Caddo,  Claiborne,  DeSoto,  Red  River,  Webster 

trict  2  =  E.  Carroll,  Jackson,  Lincoln,  Morehouse,  Ouachita,  Richland,  Union,  W.  Carroll 

trict  3  "  Grant,  Natchitoches,  Rapides,  Sabine,  Vernon,  Winn 

trict  4  -  Caldwell,  Catahoula,  Concordia,  Franklin,  LaSalle,  Madison,  Tensas 

trict  5  -  Acadia,  Allen,  Beauregard,  Calcasieu,  Cameron,  Evangeline,  Jeff  Davis,  Vermillion 

trict  6  -  Avoyelles,  Iberville,  Lafayette,  Pt.  Coupee,  St,  Landry,  St.;.Martin,  W,  Baton  Rouge 

trict  7  -  Ascension,  E,  Baton  Rouge,  E.  Feliciana,  Livingston,  St.  Helena,  St,  Tammany, 

Tangipahoa,  Washington,  W.  Feliciana 
trict  8  -  Assumption,  Iberia,  Jefferson,  LaFourche,  Orleans,  Plaquemines,  St.  Bernard, 

St.  Charles,  St.  James,  St.  John,  St.  Mary,  Terrebonne 
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1966-67  DEER  KILL  SURVEY 
Summary  of  Parish  Estimates 

Licenses  and  Permits  Combined 


Parish  of  Kill 

Estimate 

957o  Confi( 
^Variation 

ience 

% 

907o  Confidence 
■^Variation  °U 

80%  Confidence 
iVariation    "L 

01  Acadia 

0 

02  Allen 

894 

351 

39.2 

293 

32.8 

228 

25,5 

03  Ascension 

298 

161 

54.1 

135 

45,2 

105 

35.2 

04  Assumption 

221 

68 

31.0 

57 

25.8 

44 

20,1 

05  Avoyelles 

330 

143 

43.3 

119 

36.2 

93 

28,2 

06  Beauregard 

83 

46 

55.4 

38 

46,3 

30 

36,0 

07  Bienville 

633 

138 

21.8 

115 

18.2 

90 

14,2 

08  Bossier 

992 

256 

25.8 

214 

21,6 

167 

16,8 

09   Caddo 

583 

189 

32.5 

158 

27,1 

123 

21,1 

10  Calcasieu 

16 

25 

157.5 

21 

131.5 

16 

102,4 

11  Caldwell 

975 

236 

24.2 

197 

20.2 

153 

15.7 

12  Cameron 

3 

3 

93.3 

2 

77.9 

2 

60,7 

13  Catahoula 

459 

171 

37.3 

143 

31.1 

111 

24.2 

14  Claiborne 

594 

122 

20.5 

102 

17.1 

79 

13,4 

15  Concordia 

2,008 

367 

18.2 

305 

15.2 

238 

11,8 

16  DeSoto 

434 

101 

23.2 

84 

19.4 

66 

15,1 

17   E.  Baton  Rouge 

38 

45 

119.5 

38 

99.8 

30 

77,7 

18  E.  Carroll 

1,377 

332 

24.1 

277 

20.1 

216 

15,7 

19  E,  Feliciana 

112 

97 

86.3 

81 

72.0 

63 

56.1 

20  Evangeline 

167 

63 

37.6 

52 

31.4 

41 

24.4 

21  Franklin 

262 

147 

56,0 

122 

46.7 

95 

36.4 

22  Grant 

679 

181 

26.7 

151 

22.3 

118 

17.3 

23   Iberia 

195 

64 

32,4 

53 

27.3 

41 

21.3 

24  Iberville 

526 

165 

31.3 

137 

26,1 

107 

20,3 

34 


Summary  of  Parish  Estimates  (cont'd) 


Parish  of  Kill 

Estimate 

95%  Confi 
"^Variation 

dence 

% 

90%  Confidence 
"tVariation    % 

80%  Confidence 
tVariation    % 

25 

Jackson 

630 

192 

30<,4 

160 

25.4 

125 

19,8 

26 

Jefferson 

64 

50 

78.1 

42 

65.2 

33 

50,8 

27 

Jeff  Davis 

54 

60 

111,1 

50 

92.8 

39 

72,2 

28 

Lafayette 

6 

14 

230.0 

12 

192.0 

9 

150,0 

29 

Lafourche 

186 

61 

32,9 

51 

27,5 

40 

21,4 

30 

LaSalle 

336 

97 

28,8 

81 

24.1 

63 

18.7 

31 

Lincoln 

383 

136 

35,4 

113 

29„6 

88 

23.0 

32 

Livingston 

166 

116 

69,9 

97 

58,3 

75 

45,4 

33 

Madison 

2,626 

556 

21.2 

465 

17,7 

362 

13,8 

34 

Morehouse 

1,197 

220 

18.4 

184 

15.4 

143 

12,0 

35 

Natchitoches 

1,091 

323 

29.6 

270 

24.7 

210 

19.2 

36 

Orleans 

0 

37 

Ouachita 

639 

248 

38,8 

207 

32.4 

161 

25.2 

38 

Plaquemines 

0 

39 

Pt.  Coupee 

629 

153 

24.4 

128 

20.4 

100 

15.9 

40 

Rapides 

609 

229 

37.6 

191 

31.4 

149 

24.4 

41 

Red  River 

259 

145 

55.9 

121 

46.7 

94 

36,3 

42 

Richland 

400 

262 

65.5 

219 

54.7 

170 

42.6 

43 

Sabine 

359 

138 

38.6 

116 

32,2 

90 

25,1 

44 

St,  Bernard 

14 

17 

124.3 

15 

103.8 

11 

80,8 

45 

St,  Charles 

123 

67 

54.3 

56 

45.3 

43 

35o3 

46 

St.  Helena 

128 

81 

63.6 

68 

53,1 

53 

41.3 

47 

St,  James 

155 

72 

46,5 

60 

38,8 

47 

30.2 

48 

St,  John 

277 

114 

41.0 

95 

34,2 

74 

26,7 

49 

Sto  Landry 

441 

133 

30.1 

111 

25,1 

86 

19.5 

50 

St.  Martin 

213 

99 

46.5 

83 

38.8 

64 

30.2 

35 


Summary  of  Parish  Estimates  (cont'd) 


Parish  of  Kill 

Estimate 

.95%  Confio 
-Variation 

ence 

7o 

90%  Confidence 
^Variation    "U 

80%  Confid 
■tVariation 

ence 

% 

51 

St.  Mary 

289 

139 

48o0 

116 

40.0 

90 

31.2 

52 

St  o  Tammany 

229 

72 

31.4 

60 

26.2 

47 

20.4 

53 

Tangipahoa 

168 

68 

40.7 

57 

34.0 

44 

26.5 

54 

Tensas 

4 

sl90 

578 

13.8 

482 

11.5 

376 

9.0 

55 

Terrebonne 

,262 

96 

36.6 

80 

30.6 

62 

23.8 

56 

Union 

1 

,411 

324 

23.0 

271 

19.2 

211 

14.9 

57 

Vermilion 

254 

99 

39,1 

83 

32,7 

65 

25.4 

58 

Vernon 

806 

237 

29.4 

198 

24.5 

154 

19,1 

59 

Washington 

228 

76 

33.2 

63 

27.7 

49 

21.6 

60 

Webster 

357 

113 

31.7 

95 

26,5 

74 

20,6 

61 

W.  Baton  Rouge 

75 

42 

56.3 

35 

47,0 

27 

36.6 

62 

W,  Carroll 

46 

65 

141.3 

54 

118.0 

42 

91,8 

63 

We  Feliciana 

285 

79 

27.6 

66 

23.1 

51 

18,0 

64 

Winn 

877 

228 

26.0 

191 

21.7 

148 

16,9 

65 

Unknown 

696 

271 

39.0 

227 

32.6 

176 

25,3 

TOTAL 

33 

,037 

1,518 

4.6 

1,268 

3,8 

987 

3,0 

-  36  - 


1966 "6 7  DEER  KILL  SURVEY 

Parish  Information 

Licenses  and  Permits  Combined 

Parish 

Kill  Within 
Parish 

Kill  by  Parish  of  Issue 

Noo  of 
Hunters 

Days 
Hunted 

Days  Per 
Hunt  er 

Efforts  Per 

Total 

Doe 

Buck 

%Buck 

Kill 

1  Acadia 

0 

36 

12 

26 

68 

260 

1,161 

4,5 

32,3 

2  Allen 

894 

478 

59 

398 

8? 

1^886 

13,304 

7ol 

27,8 

3  Ascension 

298 

181 

6 

178 

97 

695 

6,510 

9o4 

36,0 

4  Assumption 

221 

138 

1 

140 

99 

246 

3,102 

12,6 

22,5 

5  Avoyelles 

330 

423 

38 

371 

91 

1,503 

14 ,494 

9o5 

34,3 

5  Beauregard 

83 

282 

104 

181 

64 

1,570 

10,665 

5„4 

37,8 

7  Bienville 

633 

30? 

13 

295 

96 

1,596 

17,361 

10o9 

56,6 

8  Bossier 

992 

545 

39 

509 

93 

2,505 

22,885 

8,8 

42,0 

9  Caddo 

583 

1,719 

161 

1,544 

91 

7,778 

61,358 

7,9 

35,7 

!,0  Calcasieu 

16 

470 

106 

358 

77 

3^013 

18,024 

6,0 

38,3 

.1  Caldwell 

975 

457 

0 

452 

100 

1^752 

14,582 

8,3 

31.9 

.2  Cameron 

3 

13 

3 

12 

80 

85 

333 

3,9 

25,6 

.3  Catahoula 

459 

701 

14 

676 

98 

1,617 

16,745 

10,4 

23,9 

.4  Claiborne 

594 

489 

35 

456 

93 

1,456 

12,491 

8,6 

25,5 

.5  Concordia 

2^008 

1,415 

106 

1,290 

92 

2,541 

27,466 

10,4 

19,-1 

.6  DeSoto 

434 

250 

0 

253 

100 

1,305 

12,744 

9,8 

50,9 

.7   E„  Baton  Rouge 

38 

1,634 

43 

1,432 

97 

5j959 

42,610 

7,2 

26,1 

.8  E.  Carroll 

1,377 

807 

19 

785 

98 

1,285 

13,348 

10,4 

16,5 

.9   E.  Feliciana 

112 

70 

6 

63 

91 

331 

2,007 

6,1 

28,7 

10  Evangeline 

167 

249 

59 

190 

76 

1,301 

10,218 

7,9 

41,0 

'.1  Franklin 

262 

1,148 

105 

1,005 

91 

3,185 

25,551 

8,0 

22,3 

:2   Grant 

679 

485 

16 

467 

97 

1,763 

16,875 

9,6 

34,8 

.3   Iberia 

195 

208 

5 

198 

98 

291 

2,380 

8,2 

11,4 

;4  Iberville 

526 

333 

0 

336 

100 

931 

10,961 

11,8 

32,9 

!5  Jackson 

630 

469 

0 

461 

100 

2,137 

21,759 

10,2 

46,4 

37 


Par 

ish 

[nf orma 

iion   (cont'd) 

Parish 

Kill  Within 
Parish 

Kill  by  Pa^ 

rish  of 

Issue 

No,    of 
Hunters 

Days 
Hunted 

Days   Per 
Hunter 

Efforts   Per 

Total 

Doe 

Buck 

%Buck 

Kill 

.6     Jefferson 

64 

331 

40 

299 

88 

926 

6,855 

7,4 

20,7 

7     Jeff  Davis 

54 

79 

14 

68 

83 

521 

3,048 

5,9 

38,6 

;8     Lafayette 

6 

177 

43 

140 

77 

764 

3,917 

5,1 

22,1 

:9     Lafourche 

186 

193 

0 

193 

100 

481 

4,171 

8,7 

21,6 

t 

10     LaSalle 

336 

728 

29 

665 

96 

2,542 

21,846 

8,6 

30,0 

11     Lincoln 

383 

660 

35 

618 

95 

1,905 

17,696 

9,3 

26,8 

12     Livingston 

166 

362 

46 

311 

87 

1,917 

14,397 

7,5 

39,8 

13     Madison 

2,626 

981 

174 

796 

82 

1,576 

12,486 

7,9 

12.7 

14     Morehouse 

1,197 

863 

125 

745 

86 

3,966 

36,380 

9,2 

42,2 

15     Natchitoches 

1,091 

706 

96 

604 

86 

2,410 

21,228 

8,8 

30,1 

16     Orleans 

0 

234 

56 

183 

77 

1,230 

6,800 

5,5 

29,1 

17     Ouachita 

639 

3,134 

201 

2g889 

93 

10,161 

83,563 

8,2 

26,7 

!8     Plaquemines 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

'9    Pointe  Coupee 

629 

382 

6 

381 

98 

1,020 

12,390 

12,1 

32,4 

^0     P.apides 

609 

1,272 

209 

1^016 

83 

6,090 

45,19^ 

7,4 

35,5 

tl     Red  River 

259 

228 

6 

221 

97 

756 

7,540 

10,0 

33.1 

t2     Richland 

400 

967 

135 

801 

86 

2,589 

22,317 

8,6 

23,1 

f3      Sabine 

359 

391 

28 

346 

93 

1,833 

15,953 

8,7 

40,8 

f4      St,   Bernard 

14 

27 

4 

24 

86 

148 

829 

5,6 

30,7 

t-5     Sto    Charles 

123 

98 

8 

92 

92 

302 

2,270 

7,5 

23,2 

^6     Sto   Helena 

128 

53 

0 

54 

100 

400 

2,948 

7,4 

55,6 

t7      St,   James 

155 

118 

0 

119 

100 

240 

2,307 

9,6 

19,6 

t8     St,   John 

277 

109 

1 

112 

99 

224 

1,803 

8,0 

16,5 

t9      St.   Landry 

441 

775 

41 

701 

94 

2,101 

21,178 

10,1 

28,1 

50     St,   Martin 

213 

78 

7 

71 

91 

209 

2,176 

10,4 

27,9 

51     St,   Mary 

289 

504 

30 

461 

94 

797 

5,419 

6,8 

i0,8 

38 


Parish  Information   (cont'd) 


Kill  Within 
Parish 

Kill  by  Parish  of 

Issue 

No.    of 
Hunters 

Days 
Hunt  ed 

Days  Per 
Hunter 

Efforts  Pe 

Parish 

Total!    Doe 

Buck 

%Buck 

Kill 

2     St.    Tammany 

229 

197 

12 

179 

94 

850 

5,867 

6.9 

29.8 

3     Tangipahoa 

168 

235 

4 

217 

98 

1,185 

9,359 

7.9 

39,8 

+     Tensas 

4,190 

1,223 

239 

992 

81 

1,651 

17,748 

10.7 

14.5 

5     Terrebonne 

262 

187 

4 

185 

98 

350 

2,875 

8.2 

15,4 

3     Union 

1,411 

869 

56 

813 

94 

2,815 

27,012 

9.6 

31.1 

1     Vermilion 

254 

132 

1 

132 

99 

277 

1,086 

3.9 

8.2 

3     Vernon 

806 

946 

148 

775 

84 

3,335 

27,919 

8.4 

29.5 

)     Washington 

228 

196 

4 

190 

98 

1,107 

9,227 

8,3 

47.1 

)     Webster 

357 

550 

19 

516 

96 

2,890 

24,977 

8.6 

45.4 

W.    Baton  Rouge 

75 

195 

12 

179 

94 

436 

6,000 

13.8 

30,8 

.     W.    Carroll 

46 

874 

141 

721 

84 

2,377 

19,816 

8.3 

22,7 

W,   Feliciana 

285 

128 

4 

125 

97 

246 

1,811 

7,4 

14.1 

Winn 

877 

568 

0 

563 

100 

1,683 

15,568 

9.3 

27,4 

Unknown 

696 

TOTALS 

33,037 

33,037 

2,928 

29,573 

91 

111,611 

943,012 

8.4 

29, 1 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

-f- 

iriation  95%  Conf. 

1^518 

1,518 

390 

1^S2 

899 

18,803 

riation  90%  Conf, 

1,268 

1,268 

326 

1,079 

751 

15,700 

iriation  80%  Gonf . 

987 

987 

254 

840 

584 

12 ,222 

39 


1966-67  DEER  KILL  SURVEY 

SAMPLING  AND   RESPONSES 

BIG  GAME   LICENSES 


PI    -  ■■ 

Parish 

Licenses 
Issued 

Sampling 
Rate 

Desired 

Sample 

Mailed 

Sample 

Non- 
Contactables 

Effective 
Sample 

Total 
Responses 

Response 

Rate 

:  Acadia 

245 

50% 

123 

122 

1 

121 

96 

79% 

(  Allen 

1514 

15% 

227 

218 

8 

210 

131 

62% 

(  Ascension 

690 

40% 

276 

286 

15 

271 

185 

68% 

Assumption  ■■' 

250 

60% 

150 

154 

1 

153 

118 

77% 

A.voyelles 

1123 

25% 

281 

267 

6 

261 

189 

72% 

Beauregard 

1381 

20% 

276 

290 

36 

254 

189 

74% 

Bienville 

1173 

25% 

293 

284 

10 

274 

216 

79% 

Bossier 

2309 

10% 

231 

238 

4 

234 

194 

83% 

Caddo 

6889 

10% 

689 

655 

18 

637 

526 

83% 

Calcasieu 

2631 

10% 

263 

250 

9 

241 

196 

81% 

Caldwell 

1279 

20% 

256 

249 

23 

226 

151 

67% 

Cameron 

93 

100% 

93 

93 

0 

93 

72 

77% 

Catahoula 

1257 

20% 

251 

260 

13 

247 

167 

68% 

Claiborne 

1043 

25% 

261 

243 

8 

235 

187 

80% 

Concordia 

2297 

10% 

230 

240 

15 

225 

167 

74% 

DeSoto 

989 

25% 

247 

247 

3 

244 

186 

76% 

E„  Baton  Rouge 

5875 

10% 

588 

589 

14 

575 

463 

81% 

E„  Carroll 

1028 

20% 

206 

202 

23 

179 

123 

69% 

E.  Feliciana 

303 

50% 

152 

149 

3 

146 

114 

78% 

'  Evangeline 

1162 

20% 

232 

239 

12 

227 

163 

72% 

Franklin 

2365 

10% 

237 

227 

17 

210 

142 

68% 

Grant 

1292 

20% 

258 

242 

7 

235 

196 

83% 

Iberia 

353 

45% 

159 

136 

7 

129 

98 

76% 

Iberville 

811 

35% 

284 

263 

6 

257 

196 

76% 

Jackson 

1620 

15% 

243 

239 

11 

22.8 

172 

75% 

40 


Sampling  and  Responses  (cont'd) 
Big  Game  Licenses 


Licenses 

Sampling 

Desired 

Mailed 

Non- 

Effective 

Total 

Response 

Parish 

Issued 

Rate 

Sample 

Sample 

Contactables 

Sample 

Responses 

Rate^ 

Jefferson 

952 

25% 

238 

241 

9 

232 

198 

85% 

Jeff  Davis 

456 

40% 

182 

188 

0 

188 

158 

84% 

Lafayette 

755 

30% 

227 

231 

13 

218 

190 

87% 

Lafourche 

499 

45% 

225 

232 

6 

226 

184 

81% 

LaSalle 

1939 

15% 

291 

283 

13 

270 

202 

75% 

Lincoln 

1553 

15% 

233 

217 

5 

212 

175 

83% 

Livingston 

1761 

20% 

352 

354 

9 

345 

232 

67% 

Madison 

1369 

15% 

205 

203 

28 

175 

128 

73% 

Morehouse 

3327 

10% 

333 

308 

12 

296 

205 

69% 

Natchitoches 

1850 

15% 

278 

263 

10 

253 

185 

73% 

Orleans 

1310 

20% 

262 

259 

10 

249 

208 

84% 

Ouachita 

8313 

10% 

831 

819 

47 

772 

608 

79% 

Plaquemines 

-0- 

Pt,  Coupee 

738 

30% 

221 

217 

7 

210 

159 

76% 

Rapides 

5022 

10% 

502 

488 

27 

461 

348 

75% 

Red  River 

597 

30% 

179 

177 

4 

173 

130 

75% 

Richland 

2044 

10% 

204 

197 

16 

181 

119 

66% 

Sabine 

1400 

15% 

210 

202 

6 

196 

137 

70% 

St,  Bernard 

168 

55% 

92 

99 

1 

98 

74 

76% 

St.  Charles 

315 

50% 

158 

157 

3 

154 

128 

83% 

Sto  Helena 

371 

55% 

204 

193 

4 

189 

116 

61% 

St.  James 

240 

50% 

120 

120 

2 

118 

89 

75% 

St,  John 

233 

65% 

151 

145 

5 

140 

106 

76% 

St .  Landry 

1847 

15% 

277 

274 

5 

269 

224 

83% 

St„  Martin 

216 

60% 

130 

120 

2 

118 

86 

73% 
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Sampling  and  Responses  (cont °d) 
Big  Game  Licenses 


Parish 


Licenses   Sampling  Desired  Mailed      Non-     Effective    Total   Response 
Issued Rate   Sample   Sample   Contactables   Sample    Responses   Rate 


St.  Mary 

St ,  Tammany 

Tangipahoa 

Tensas 

Terrebonne 

Union 

Vermilion 

Vernon 

Washington 

I  Webster 

Wo  Baton  Rouge 
W,  Carroll 

'  W,  Feliciana 
Winn 


749 

30% 

225 

216 

791 

30% 

237 

241 

1063 

25% 

266 

255 

1158 

20% 

232 

217 

371 

50% 

186 

185 

2098 

15% 

315 

308 

312 

55% 

172 

178 

2876 

10% 

288 

292 

951 

25% 

238 

234 

2198 

15% 

330 

324 

399 

35% 

140 

144 

1868 

15% 

280 

269 

225 

50% 

113 

112 

1310 

20% 

262 

268 

7 
16 

6 
10 

2 
11 
11 
21 
19 

7 

3 
13 

4 
14 


209 
225 
249 
207 
183 
297 
167 
271 
215 
317 
141 
256 
108 
254 


143 
169 
181 
156 
152 
226 
118 
195 
147 
254 
103 
166 
91 
190 


63% 
75% 
73% 

75% 

83  la 

76% 
71% 

i  tLio 

68% 
80% 
73% 
65% 
84% 
75% 


TOTALS 


93,616 


15,895      15,612 


658 


14,954 


11,317 


75. 


Licenses 
Responses  to  First  Mailing 
Responses  to  Second  Mailing 
Responses  to  Third  Mailing 

Total  Responses 
Non-Responses 

Effective  Sample  Size 


51  „  5% 

16.1% 

7ol% 

75.7% 
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1966=67  DEER  KILL  SURVEY 

SAMPLING  AND  RESPONSES 

BIG  GAME  PERMITS 


Parish 


Permits 
Issued 


Sampling 
Rate 


Desired  Mailed      Non- 
Sample  Sample  Contactables 


Effective 
Sample 


Total 
Responses 


Res pen 
Rate 


L  Acadia 

51 

50% 

26 

24 

0 

24 

20 

!  Allen 

697 

15% 

105 

94 

7 

.87 

60 

1  Ascension 

137 

40% 

55 

53 

0 

53 

37 

1-  Assumption 

48 

60% 

29 

29 

4 

25 

18 

>  Avovelles 

563 

25% 

141 

140 

7 

133 

102 

)  Beauregard 

571 

20% 

114 

116 

11 

105 

83 

V     Bienville 

608 

25% 

152 

151 

4 

147 

121 

B  Bossier 

474 

10% 

47 

52 

0 

52 

41 

J  Caddo 

1586 

10% 

159 

160 

6 

154 

136 

3  Calcasieu 

756 

10% 

76 

74 

0 

74 

64 

L  Caldwell 

742 

20% 

148 

144 

9 

135 

96 

I     Cameron 

21 

100% 

21 

21 

0 

21 

16 

}  Catahoula 

542 

20% 

108 

95 

9 

86 

59 

i  Claiborne 

566 

25% 

142 

127 

9 

118 

103 

5  Concordia 

755 

10% 

76 

84 

9 

75 

56 

5  DeSoto 

412 

25% 

103 

100 

3 

97 

72 

7   E„  Baton  Rouge 

826 

10% 

83 

82 

2 

SO 

69 

8   E,  Carroll 

463 

20% 

93 

98 

15 

83 

65 

9  E,  Feliciana 

101 

50% 

51 

50 

2 

48 

36 

0  Evangeline 

245 

20% 

49 

64 

1 

63 

49 

1  Franklin 

1026 

10% 

103 

103 

8 

95 

75 

2  Grant 

772 

20% 

154 

154 

3 

151 

120 

3  Iberia 

62 

45% 

28 

35 

0 

35 

27 

4  Iberville 

302 

35% 

106 

106 

0 

106 

86 

5  Jackson 

712 

15% 

107 

99 

13 

86 

72 
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Sampling  and  Responses  (cont 'd) 
Big  Game  Permits 


Permits 

Sampling 

Desired 

Mailed 

Non- 

Effective 

Total 

Response 

Parish 

Issued 

Rate 

Sample 

Sample 

Contactables 

Sample 

Responses 

Rate 

Jefferson 

128 

25% 

32 

28 

0 

28 

25 

89% 

Jeff  Davis 

121 

40% 

48 

51 

1 

50 

44 

88% 

Lafayette 

98 

30% 

29 

36 

0 

36 

29 

81% 

Lafourche 

33 

45% 

15 

18 

0 

18 

12 

67% 

LaSalle 

f66 

15% 

145 

133 

11 

122 

91 

75% 

Lincoln 

587 

15% 

88 

81 

5 

76 

64 

84% 

Livingston 

536 

20% 

107 

106 

6 

100 

78 

78% 

Madison 

422 

15% 

63 

57 

12 

45 

34 

76% 

Morehouse 

1119 

10% 

112 

90 

11 

79 

55 

70% 

Natchitoches 

879 

15% 

132 

137 

3 

134 

105 

78% 

Orleans 

202 

20% 

40 

46 

2 

44 

39 

89% 

Ouachita 

2653 

10% 

265 

275 

11 

264 

208 

79% 

Plaquemines 

-0=. 

Pto  Coupee 

375 

30% 

113 

112 

7 

105 

85 

81% 

Rapides 

1691 

10% 

169 

156 

6 

150 

115 

77% 

Red  River 

296 

30% 

89 

87 

5 

82 

64 

78%  : 

Richland 

908 

10% 

91 

88 

7 

81 

62 

77% 

Sabine 

621 

15% 

93 

93 

3 

90 

63 

70% 

St.  Bernard 

9 

55% 

5 

5 

0 

5 

4 

80% 

St,  Charles 

22 

50% 

11 

10 

0 

10 

9 

90% 

St.  Helena 

151 

55% 

83 

78 

2 

76 

55 

72% 

St.  James 

25 

50% 

13 

12 

0 

12 

12 

100% 

St.  John 

28 

65% 

18 

18 

0 

18 

16 

89% 

St«  Landry 

492 

15% 

74 

64 

2 

62 

53 

85% 

St.  Martin 

55 

60% 

33 

31 

0 

31 

24 

77% 
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Sampling  and  Responses  (cont 'd) 
Big  Game  Permits 


Parish 

Permits 
Issued 

Sampling 
Rate 

Desired 
Sample 

Mailed 
Sample 

Non- 
Contactables 

Effective 
Sample 

Total 
Responses 

Response 
Rate 

St,  Mary 

197 

307o 

59 

54 

1 

53 

41 

77% 

St.  Tammany 

282 

30% 

85 

83 

9 

74 

55 

74% 

Tangipahoa 

305 

25% 

76 

82 

2 

80 

65 

81% 

1  Tensas 

662 

20% 

132 

128 

8 

120 

95 

79% 

Terrebonne 

60 

50% 

30 

29 

0 

29 

26 

90% 

Union 

1050 

15% 

158 

160 

8 

152 

126 

83% 

Vermilion 

83 

55% 

46 

44 

2 

42 

32 

76% 

Vernon 

929 

10% 

93 

94 

11 

83 

62 

75% 

Washington 

356 

25% 

89 

83 

9 

74 

58 

78% 

Webster 

1099 

15% 

166 

161 

11 

150 

110 

73% 

Wo  Baton  Rouge 

99 

35% 

35 

34 

1 

33 

27 

82% 

Wo  Carroll 

749 

15% 

112 

111 

9 

102 

74 

73% 

W.  Feliciana 

57 

50% 

29 

28 

0 

28 

24 

86% 

Winn 

604 

20% 

121 

115 

8 

107 

81 

76% 

TOTALS 

31^987 

5,375 

5,273 

295 

4,978 

3,905 

78,4% 

Permits 

Responses  to  First  Mailing 
Responses  to  Second  Mailing 
Responses  to  Third  Mailing 

Total  Responses 
Non-Responses 

Effective  Sample  Size 


2,671 
865 
369 
3,905 
1,073 
4,978 


53 

.6% 

17 

4% 

7 

4% 

Zi. 

4% 

-  45  - 


